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ABSTRACT
Student engagement is a multifaceted construct in the field of education. Despite
the immense attention and financial investment given to student engagement and dropout
prevention programs at colleges, attrition rates have not improved in over two decades
(Caruth, 2018). In addition, there has been little research on providing feedback to
college students on self-improvement strategies to increase their engagement in college.
Information collected from this study evaluates the extent to which student classroom
engagement, as measured by the modified Student Course Engagement Questionnaire
(SCEQ-M) varies within subcategories of measured engagement and across different
subgroups of students (i.e., variability by gender, year in college, diversity status, etc.).
Findings from this research demonstrate that the newly generated factor structure from
the SCEQ-M provides an accurate reflection of the URI population. The newly generated
factors were also labeled with new factor names such as (1) in-class behaviors and
activities, (2) emotions and related behaviors, (3) interpersonal relationships, and (4) out
of class preparation. A unique aspect of this study was the provision of feedback to the
students in the form of a guidance document about their own engagement, after
completing the SCEQ-M. Students’ evaluation of this feedback suggested students found
the guidance document reflected their behavior, was useful for the current course, and
would be used in future courses as well. Additionally, this study provides a potential
“road map” for how to assess and make use of student surveys to improve student
engagement.
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Chapter One
Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Student engagement is a multifaceted construct in the field of education. It is best
described as a relationship between the student and the different components of schooling
(e.g., school community, adults at school, student’s peers, instruction and the curriculum)
(Martin & Torres, 2016). The construct of student engagement is commonly measured
and used as an indicator or correlate of academic success as it has shown to influence
students’ motivation in the school community and in the classrooms (Fredericks,
Bloomenfield, &Paris, 2004). The direct link of student engagement to many positive and
negative school related outcomes is the reason engagement is of interest to many
educational researchers (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). Conversely, previously identified
student risk factors for low engagement include high rates of absenteeism, behavior
problems, poor academic performance and grade retention (Reschly & Christenson,
2006). Engagement is also one of the behaviors/attitudes that instructors trust to see
whether or not academic progress and student success is occurring along with other
positive outcomes.
Despite the immense attention and financial investment given to student
engagement and dropout prevention programs at colleges, attrition rates have not
improved in over two decades (Caruth, 2018). Recent studies suggest the college attrition
rate is significant and the average retention rate in a four-year college is 73% (ACT,
2008). There has been research suggesting that students at University or College have
difficulty transitioning from high schools, because in the latter they are told what to do
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whereas in college they need to direct themselves (Baldwin & Koh, 2012). In addition to
difficulty transitioning, financial stress and burden also become issues, especially for
students who feel as though they are not doing well in college (Baik, Naylor, & Arkoudis,
2015). Therefore, increasing student engagement, achievement, and retention may lessen
the perceived financial burden and will also make students consider the value of college
in their professional and personal development.
While there may be multiple barriers in college that lead to student dropout,
student engagement remains a prominent construct and behavior of interest to college
administrations. As such, it is an important area of inquiry when it comes to the study of
students and colleges.
Justification for and Significance of the Study
Definition of Engagement
Student engagement has been defined as a student’s active involvement during a
task (Fredericks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). Engagement is also seen as related to
motivation and self-determination related behavior (Furrer & Skinner, 2003). Previous
research on engagement has conceptualized it as consisting of three dimensions:
behavioral, cognitive and affective engagement. Each type of engagement is related to
various behaviors displayed by the student as an indicator of engagement in school. An
example of behavioral engagement is students participating in class to answer questions
posed by the instructor (e.g., participating). Cognitive engagement (e.g., strategies) refers
to students’ thoughts involving connecting their classroom learning with other aspects of
their education and life; and, emotional engagement (e.g., relationships) pertains to
students forming meaningful relationships with peers and teachers (Fredericks,
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Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). This definition and categorization of student engagement is
well established as forming the foundation for various contemporary scales/measures.
The current project explores engagement by examining the different
psychometrically defined factors of a modified version of the Student Course
Engagement Questionnaire SCEQ (Handelsman, 2005), its psychometric properties, the
variability in results within and across students, and its utility for guiding student
behavior.
Correlational Evidence of the Importance of Engagement
Numerous studies have established correlational evidence of the importance of
student engagement to student outcomes. For example, one study has demonstrated that
student engagement through collaborative learning is an important predictor of college
completion (Price & Tovar, 2014). A study by Ray and Kafka (2014), also showed that
student engagement in college is important for life after college. This Gallup-Purdue
University study showed that engagement during college was related to engagement and
over-all well-being post-graduation. For example, if college students had a faculty
member who was encouraging and supportive their chances of being engaged during both
college and being successful professionally and personally post-graduation doubled (Ray
& Kafka, 2014).
In college/university, it is expected that the student takes on most of the
responsibility for academic success. Therefore, during college, academic engagement and
involvement may impact the student’s overall wellbeing and self-efficacy, as well as
academic success. For example, relationships between student engagement, student
motivation, and self-efficacy have shown to positively influence academic performance
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(Dogan, 2017). Therefore, engagement affects internal predictors of student success and
leads to short term positive outcomes such as college retention and long-term postcollege well-being as well.
Features of the Current Study
Historically, two types of measurement surveys have been used to investigate
student engagement. One examines engagement from an institutional perspective and
uses results to influence school policies, measure institutional progress and make
comparisons between institutions. A widely used tool of this type is the National Survey
of Student Engagement (NSSE) which measures a student’s overall experience of a
college with items such as "How would you evaluate your entire educational experience
at this institution?", "If you could start over again, would you go to the same institution
you are now attending?" and “ Did you hold a formal leadership role in a student
organization or group (Kuh, 2001). While other measurements in the institutional (macro
level) category examine specific types of college and student populations, for example,
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) and College Senior Survey
(CSS).
While these institutional level measurements are important to assess and track
institutional progress, the current study focuses on students’ behaviors in class, and
measuring student engagement at an individual level. In addition, this type of individual
level measure of engagement can be used to provide feedback to support and direct
students’ efforts in the academic process. Such feedback may also reflect on the unique
structure of the course and its pedagogy.
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There are many different student engagement assessment tools that measure at the
individual level. For example, Classroom Survey of Student Engagement (CLASSE)
developed by Ouimet and Smallwood in 2005 and the Student Engagement Index (SEI)
developed by Langley in 2006. Both of these surveys are adapted from the National
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). The CLASSE survey has two components,
“student” and “faculty”, and the results of the survey largely rely on the examination of
the discrepancies of the two components (Mandernach, 2015). On the other hand, the SEI
has 4 benchmarks similar to the NSSE and relies on more of the observable components
of student engagement, such as rasing hands, talking in class, and test scores
(Mandernach, 2015).
The present study investigates the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire
(SCEQ) which provides a wide-ranging understanding of student engagement in a
specific class. The SCEQ was not adapted from any broader scale like NSSE
(Handlesman, 2005), but rather, the SCEQ was developed by Handelsman in 2005 at the
University of Denver, Colorado. It is a questionnaire that particularly measures student
engagement in a class/course. The original version of the SCEQ has 23 items and a fourfactor structure. In the present study, the SCEQ is revisited by adding items that were
excluded in the original SCEQ, making adjustments to the questions, and changing the
response anchors. The purpose of the adjustments to the SCEQ is to provide a
contemporary upgrade and investigation of the factor structure in a new sample with the
above-mentioned modifications. The evolving nature and growing diversity of the college
student population, as well as changing pedagogies call for a need to revise and reevaluate the SCEQ in the contemporary college context.
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It is important to note the present study also includes the addition of a guidance
document provided to students after their completion of the SCEQ survey. Here, an email
is sent directly to each student completing the survey, with the student’s engagement
scores and suggested guidance on how to interpret and act upon their scores. The
document includes an overall score but also scores in different areas of engagement (i.e.,
Skills, Participation, Performance, and Emotional). In scale development within
engagement research, this added component of feedback geared towards self-evaluation
has not typically been provided to the student. Rather, previous research has commonly
used the macro level survey results to inform the senior leadership of the college/
University to influence policies and revise curriculum, but these results rarely reach the
students to help them improve (Mandernach, 2015). However, the provision of feedback
to students about their own behavior has been shown to be valuable to improving and
supporting student learning and behavior (Winestone et. al., 2019).
Therefore, this study focuses on the psychometric properties of a modified version
of the SCEQ, and the re-evaluation of the factors of engagement in a new/recent sample
in comparison to Handelsman’s 2005 sample in Denver. This work also assesses the
utility of the feedback provided to students. Finally, the present work adds a component
of soliciting feedback from students about their results and provided guidance, and
provides for a project that completes the loop of soliciting input, providing feedback, and
evaluating the utility to students of that feedback. These areas of focus lead to the
following research questions and hypotheses.
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Research Questions and Hypothesis
Question 1: To what extent does the modified version of Student Course Engagement
Survey (SCEQ) meet the requirements of having strong psychometric properties?
Hypothesis 1: It is predicted that the SCEQ will meet the requirements of having strong
psychometric properties.
Question 2: What is the extent of variability present within the sub types of engagement
(i.e., skills, performance, emotional, and participation) for students, and between different
sub-groups of students (i.e., gender, diversity status, disability, year of college, expected
grade in the course) on the SCEQ amongst freshman/sophomore students enrolled in
general education courses at URI?
Question 2(a): How would the variability be described within students, and across
students?
Hypothesis 2: Student engagement/disengagement is predicted to be heterogeneous
across students within and between classrooms, varying by grade, gender, expected
grade in this class, disability and diversity.
Hypothesis 2 (a): Student engagement/disengagement is predicted to be heterogeneous
across classrooms.
Question 3: To what extent do participants rate SCEQ feedback scores and suggested
methods to improve, that they receive through this study, as useful for self-improvement
in their general education course?
Hypothesis 3: It is predicted that direct feedback to student would lead to a positive
evaluation of the utility of the questionnaire.
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Question 4: For students with low-moderate average (scores 1-6) engagement scores
(overall), how do students describe and characterize their experience in general education
courses, as reported and discussed in a focus group?
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Chapter Two
Methodology
Recruitment of Courses and Participants
The process of recruitment was initiated in late January of 2020. First, a list was
made of all the General Education classes to be taught at URI during the Spring 2020
semester. The generated list consisted of courses in Philosophy, Education, Ethics,
Sociology, Politics, Writing, English, Psychology, Climate and the World, and
Communications. Courses and sections selected for possible inclusion were limited to
those that had no more than 70 students. This enrollment limit was set to keep the survey
questions relevant to the class size. For example, it was important for the students to be
able to “raise their hands”, and participate “in class activities” to have the survey
questions pertain to their instructional environment.
These parameters resulted in a list of 120 different course sections for the spring
of 2020 from the following disciplines - Philosophy, Education, Ethics, Politics, Writing,
English, Psychology, Climate and the World, and Communications. The enrollment for
each of these courses ranged from 25 to 31, for example, writing (N=23) for each section,
communication (N=25) for each section, health (N=30) for each section, foreign language
(N=30) each section, theology (N=30), and education (N=31) for each section, except for
courses in psychology where enrollment was up to 70 students. An email list of the
faculty members teaching these courses was compiled. The compilation had email
addresses gathered from URI directory for each instructor, including graduate teaching
assistants and faculty members. The instructors were emailed an introductory message
asking for assistance with student recruitment as well as a flyer with the Survey link and
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a QR code embedded in the message (See Appendix A). It was also communicated in the
emails to the instructors that they could either share the communication on their Sakai
page and/or could offer extra credit to students for completing the survey. The email
invitation to participate was distributed on February 19th, 2020 to all faculty members. A
second invitation reminder was sent out on March 2nd, 2020. The desired sample size (N
= 386) was achieved on April 15th, 2020. Once the desired number of students had
completed the survey, the survey link in Qualtrics was deactivated.
Sample size determination
The study initially aimed to recruit at least 300 undergraduate students from general
education courses at the University of Rhode Island. According to a G-power analysis for
the SCEQ survey (research questions 1 and 2), this number allowed us to reach our
minimum number of subjects for adequate research sample size taking into consideration
potential drop out, based on G-Power 4 (power =. 80).
Participants
Participants for the study were recruited from University of Rhode Island (URI)
General Education courses during Spring 2020 semester. No participants were under the
age of 18, and all procedures were approved by the URI Institutional Review Board. The
research team reached out to all faculty members that taught a general education course.
Of all the faculty member, 21 of the faculty members responded with their intent of
sharing the survey. With 21 faculty members responding to our invitation, the total
number of students that the survey potentially reached was approximately 745. Out of
745 students, 401 students opened the survey and 386 students completed it. This rate of
response suggests an overall 51% completion rate for the survey.
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Participants were 386 undergraduates who were 18 years of age and above, with
the mean age for the students in the study was 19.4 years. Students were enrolled in at
least one URI general education course in Spring 2020. Sixty-eight percent (N=264) of
the students completed the survey via an online link, whereas thirty two percent of the
students used a mobile QR code (N=122) to complete the survey. Thirty-one percent
(N=119) of the sample identified themselves as males, sixty-eight percent (N= 264) as
females and less than one percent as non-binary (N=1) and preferred not to answer (N=2).
Racial ethnic composition and course information for the participants are detailed in
Table 1. Along with ethnicity and course related questions, students were also asked
whether or not they were first generation college students, and what grades they expected
to earn in Spring 2020. A summary of expected grades for the participants is provided in
Table 2. Of the 386 students, 112 of them (29%) reported themselves to be first
generation college students.
Table 1. Demographic Characteristics
Freshmen
Sophomore
(N=164)
(N=121)
White
135
110
Black or African
11
4
American
American Indian 0
1
or Alaskan Native
Asian
2
3
Native Hawaiian 0
0
or Pacific
Islander
Hispanic
14
3
Other
2
0
Prefer not to
0
0
answer
Freshmen Sophomore
Courses
(N=164)
(N=121)
Communication

69

44
11

Junior
(N=62)
43
6

Senior
(N=39)
30
1

Total
(N=386)
318
22

0

0

1

2
0

3
0

10
0

10
1
0

3
1
1

30
4
1

Junior
(N=62)

Senior
(N=39)

21

17

Total
(N=38)
151

Psychology
Writing
Education
Health
Others*

30
23
11
6
25

29
4
9
14
21

8
6
6
12
9

7
4
5
2
4

74
37
31
34
59

*Others include Theology, Philosophy, Literature, Geosciences and Foreign Language classes

Table 2. Expected grades reported by students in current class
N=386
Mostly A's
96
Mostly A's and B's
208
Mostly B's
49
Mostly B's and C's
31
Mostly C's
1
Mostly C's and D's
1

(%)
25
54
13
8
0.3
0.3

Independent Variables
Demographic Variables
For the proposed study, demographic information such as grade, diversity, GPA
and disability was collected from participants, and used to explore variability in the
dependent variables. The present study focused on and utilized four main variables. The
variables were: percentage of students from various racial/ethnic backgrounds, percentage
of students with disability, the grades of the students, and GPA.
Dependent Variables
Student engagement
Student engagement data was collected from undergraduates via an online survey.
The details about the measures are discussed in the paragraphs below. The primary measure
was the SCEQ survey, while the guidance document, utility survey and interviews have
also described in detail in the following sections.
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Primary Measure
Student Course Engagement Questionnaire
The Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ), a 23-item scale
originally completed using a 1-5 scale. For the purposes of the current study, the SCEQ is
being used and slightly adjusted into a 1-7 scale to measure skills, performance,
emotional engagement, and participation in college classrooms. The scale was developed
and tested on 266 undergraduates The first factor “skills” consisted of nine items. The
items included questions such as “Taking good notes in class” and “Looking over class
notes between classes to make sure I understand the material”. The Coefficient alpha for
this factor was .82. The second factor “emotional engagement” consisted of five items.
The items in this factor included questions such as “Really desiring to leave the
material”, and “thinking about the course between class meetings”. The Coefficient alpha
for this factor was also .82. The third factor “participation/interest” consists of six items
consists of questions such as “Asking questions when I don’t understand the instructor”,
“Raising my hand in class”, “Having fun in class”, and “Helping fellow students”. The
coefficient alpha for this factor was .79. For the last factor “performance engagement”
consists of three items. The items included questions such as “Being confident that I can
learn and do well in class”, “Getting a good grade”, and “Doing well on the tests”. The
coefficient alpha was .76.
Modifications made to original scale
There were four modifications made to the original SCEQ. The first modification
consisted of expanding the likert response format from a 1 to 5 model to a 1 to 7 model.
This expansion increased the response format by 2 anchor points. The second
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modification consisted of adding six new questions to the scale, thus resulting in a total of
29 questions. Two new questions were added to the “Performance” factor and 4 new
questions were added to the end of the scale. The third modification consisted of
changing the structure of the questions. For example, the original SCEQ consisted of
descriptors to be rated, such as “Putting forth effort” and “Having fun in class”. For the
current work, each of these phrases was changed to an “I” statement to be rated , such as
“I put forth effort” and “I have fun in class”. The final change made in the SCEQ-M was
the change in the response anchors. In the original SCEQ, the anchors were labeled as
“Characteristic of me” to “Not characteristic of me”. These response anchors were
changed into “Never”, “Rarely, in less than 10% of the chances I could have”,
“Occasionally, about 30% of the chances I could have”, “Sometimes, about 50% of the
chances I could have” “Frequently, about 70% of the chance I could have”, “Usually,
about 90% of the chances I could have” and “Every time”.
SCEQ guidance document to students
The SCEQ questionnaire mentioned above was sent via email to faculty members
of the general education courses. Some of the courses included in this list are mentioned
above in Table 1. After students completed the SCEQ measure, they were immediately
sent an email with their score and a link to their guidance document (see Appendix B).
This feedback document was created it its entirety by the research team. That is, it was
not adapted or modified from any pre-existing document. The document suggests
different types of solutions to the student depending on their engagement score. And, the
suggestions very closely align with the questions on the SCEQ-M survey.
The guidance document sent to the students was divided into 4 factor categories
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of the SCEQ, which are skills, participation, performance, and emotional engagement.
For each of these categories 4 different subcategories were made based on the scores. For
example, under the skills category there were 4 subcategories such as 9-15, 16-31, 32-46,
47-63. For example, students who were in the 9-15 range were categorized as having low
levels of engagement and suggestions for students who fell under this category was for
students to be more proactive and had man more suggestions than the other 3 ranges.
Similarly, other factor categories were also divided into 4 score subcategories, each of the
scores had a description and each description discussed engagement behaviors and
suggested solutions based on the SCEQ survey. Some of the examples of these
descriptions are , “ [Overall Score between 87 to 130] You should be slightly concerned.
Keep doing what you have been doing in class, but you might want to increase how often
you do it and “[Overall Score 44-86] You should be moderately concern. If your score is
between 44 and 86, you should probably be trying different in class. You should try to
put more effort, study regularly for class, ask more questions in class, and find ways to
enjoy your class”. For these descriptions, nothing different or new was added to the
description of the scores. Along with the details of the score, the guidance document also
had an overall score which was an average of the four category scores. This also had the
4 subdivisions based on the score, and the descriptions/suggestions for students (See
Appendix D for a copy of the guidance document).
Student Utility Survey
Along with the guidance document, another link was also attached to the email
which would lead participants to the utility survey (See Appendix C for a copy of the
survey). The screenshot of the email to the students is displayed below. This student
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utility survey asked four questions about the guidance document provided to the students.
The questions included asking about the extent to which: the guidance interpretation
guide reflected their behavior in class; the guidance was clear; they would use the
guidance in their current class; and they would use it in their future classes.

Interviews process and recruitment
A small number of participants were recruited for in-depth one on one interviews about
their engagement process in their respective courses. The questions for this interview
were based primarily on the 4 main factors of Handelsman’s 2005 SCEQ (i.e., skills,
performance, participation, and emotional engagement). The questions were semistructured and open-ended. Probes were also prepared, if needed, to gain more
information, from the participant. An example of the interview is displayed below.
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For the interview question, a purposeful sampling method was used. The
researcher intentionally sought out participants scoring 115 and below, where a total
score of 175 on the SCEQ was possible. It must be noted that the timeline for this part of
the study was the beginning of March to end of April of 2020. This time frame,
unfortunately coincided with the onset of and ongoing COVID-19 pandemic in the
United States. As a result, the planned study procedure was modified (with IRB approval)
from the intended use of focus groups to the use of one on one interviews via telemeeting.
For the interview recruitment, the overall score from the SCEQ was examined.
Out of a total possible score of 175, students that scored below 100 were invited to
participate in a one on one video interview. A $25 amazon gift card was also offered to
those completing the interview. Since there was no response from the first emailed
invitation, second and third email invitations were also sent and the email invitations for
the second time were sent to students scoring 112 and below. For the last, invitations
were sent out to students that scored 115 and below on the SCEQ. After 4 weeks of
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emails, two students responded, and individual interviews were conducted with these
individuals.
Interview Participants
Two students participated in a 20-minute interview conducted over WebEx. The audio
portions of the calls were recorded and then transcribed.
Demographic information for two participants
The first participant scored an overall score of 98, the participant was a 21-year-old
Caucasian male in his first year of college. The second participant was a 20-year-old
African American female in her first year of college. Both of these participants discussed
their experiences in college for 20 minutes over WebEx. One of the students identified
themselves as a first-generation college student while the other participant did not.
Data analysis
Phase 1 – Factor structure of the SCEQ.
The first two research questions primarily focused on the modified SCEQ. In this phase,
the first research question that examined the psychometric properties of the modified
SCEQ. For this, the current project split the data into two independent samples. The first
half of the data was used to do an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and the second half
of the study was used for the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). After the EFA, a
parallel analysis was also conducted to double check the EFA’s factor structure. Any
double loadings in the EFA were removed without compromising the Cronbach’s alpha
of each of the factor. Once the EFA was finalized, a CFA was conducted in R studio and
4 factor models were examined to asses fit. These indicators to asses model fit were the
RMSEA, TLI, CFI, and CMIN/DF.

18

For the second part of phase one, which was the second research question, a more
descriptive approach was taken. The SCEQ was examined within each subtype of
engagement and across different subgroups of the student population. The variability of
engagement within the subtype and across different subgroup of the student population
was displayed in bar graphs.
Phase 2 – Utility of feedback.
For the analysis of phase 2, which was the third research question, the utility questions
were analyzed by examining them through different student demographic variables such
as year in college and gender. Each of the four questions were divided into these 2
categories resulting in bar graphs to display the variability of student responses.
Phase 3 – Qualitative inquiry.
For phase 3, a content analysis was conducted to identify important aspects of the content
such as process and characterization of the journey of engagement in classroom (e.g.,
skipping class, enthusiasm towards the class). Furthermore, the thematic analysis
identified specific beliefs and behaviors of students towards college classrooms. Since
there were only two transcripts, they were read multiple times by the research team and
transcribed verbatim.
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Chapter Three
Results
Introduction
The research results for each of project research questions are presented here in the
following manner. First, the results of factor analyses for the Student Course Engagement
Questionnaire are presented. Then, in turn, data are presented to examine variability in
reported student engagement, and to examine student evaluation of SCEQ feedback.
Finally, information resulting from individual interviews with two students regarding
course engagement is presented.
Research Question 1: To what extent does the modified version of Student Course
Engagement Survey (SCEQ) meet the requirements of having strong psychometric
properties?
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on half of the dataset, N= 198. This
half was selected at random by SPSS. Adequacy of the sample size of the dataset was
tested by running a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample adequacy test. Generally, the
KMO test above a 0.5 is acceptable however anything above 0.6 is preferred. The KMO
test value for the selected dataset was 0.89 which indicated that an adequate number of
samples was available to run subsequent EFA analysis.. The maximum likelihood factor
analysis with a cut-off point of 0.40 and the Kaiser’s Criterion of eigenvalues greater than
1 generated a seven-factor solution for the data. The seven-factor model accounted for
68% of the variance. The results of this seven-factor model are presented in Table 3.
However, it is important to note that to date, the research literature has only reported 4 or
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3 factor models in the area of college student engagement (Fredericks, Blumenfeld, &
Paris, 2004). Decisions regarding the number of factors to retain by examining the
eigenvalues (which is what an EFA examines to retain factors) has been heavily criticized
(Haynes, 2004). Even though this EFA generated a seven-factor model, due to criticism
and lack of a theory for a seven-factor model, a parallel analysis (PA) was run on the
dataset. PA has been widely used in the literature, there is evidence to suggest it is one of
the most accurate ways to determine the number of factors to retain (Velicer et.al., 2000,
Zwick & Velicer, 1986). One of the reasons for using PA rather than solely eigenvalues
greater than 1 is a concern about sampling error contributing to such occurrences by
chance alone. Furthermore, PA adjusts for the effect of sampling error and is considered a
better sample-based alternative method for retaining factors identified via factor analysis
(Haynes, 2004). The PA analysis is generated with a number of correlation matrices of
random variables based on the sample size and the number of variables in the real dataset.
The eigenvalues from the random correlation matrices are then compared to the
eigenvalues from the real data correlation matrix. Lastly, the eigenvalues from the real
dataset are compared with the randomly generated eigenvalues. The factors that have
higher eigenvalues than the eigenvalues of the PA are then retained (Haynes, 2004). For
this study’s SCEQ data, Table 4 provides the four factor loadings retained after a PA
analysis, using a criterion of loadings higher than 0.4 for retention.
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Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis of the Items of the SCEQ
Items
1
I apply course
material to my life
I find ways to make
the course material
relevant to my life
I find ways to make
the course interesting
to me
I really desire to learn
the material
I think about the
course between class
meetings
I have fun in class
I participate actively
in small-group
discussions
I am doing well on
the tests
I am doing well on
quizzes
I get a good grade
I am confident that I
can learn and do well
in class
I raise my hand in
class
I ask questions when I
don’t understand the
instructor
I sit towards the front
in class, where it’s
easier to pay attention
I help fellow students
I take good notes
I am organized
I come to class
everyday
I listen carefully in
class
I put forth effort
I am turning Assigned
work
I do all the homework
problems

Factor
3

2

4

5

0.85
0.84
0.82
0.75
0.67
0.53
0.41
0.842
0.828
0.716
0.713
0.85
0.82
0.54
0.44
0.78
0.67
0.53
0.51
0.76
0.73
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6

7

I am determined to
succeed
I look over class notes
between classes to
make sure I
understand the
material
I stay up on the
readings
I make sure I study on
a regular basis
I contact the
Professor (phone or
email) when I have a
question
I go to the
professor’s office
hours to review
assignments or tests
or to ask questions
I figure out what is
expected of me in this
class

Table 4. EFA loadings from the
Parallel analysis (PA)
Items
Factors
1
In-class
behaviors
and
activities
I am confident that I can
0.81
learn and do well in class
I get a good grade
0.81
I am doing well on the
0.74
tests
*I am doing well on
0.74
quizzes
*I am turning assigned
0.64
work
I come to class everyday
0.53
**I am determined to
0.49
succeed
I do all the homework
0.47
problems

0.42

0.78
0.72
0.59

0.76

0.56
0.47

2
3
Emotions
and
Interpersonal
related
relationships
behaviors
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4
Out of
class
preparation

**I figure out what is
expected of me in this
0.44
class
I listen carefully in class
0.41
I apply course material to my life
0.84
I find ways to make the course material
0.84
relevant to my life
I find ways to make the course interesting
0.83
to me
I really desire to learn the material
0.76
I think about the course between class
0.69
meetings
I have fun in class
0.50 0.40
I participate actively in small-group
0.40
discussions
I ask questions when I don’t understand the
0.87
instructor
I raise my hand in class
0.83
I go to the professor’s office hours to review
assignments or tests or to ask questions
0.56
0.40
I help fellow students
0.52
**I contact the Professor (phone or email)
0.52
when I have a question
**I sit towards the front in class, where it is
0.48
easier to pay attention
I take good notes
0.73
I make sure I study on a regular basis
0.71
I look over class notes between classes to
0.60
make sure I understand the material
I put forth effort
0.57
0.42
I am organized
0.55
0.49
I stay up on the readings
0.49
*Indicates new items added to the survey; ** Indicates old items from the original SCEQ that were
excluded from their final survey

Cross-Loadings on the EFA
During the analysis of the exploratory factor analysis, there were 4 items from the scale
that loaded on more than 1 item. There are many rules as to how to go about this when
creating and refining a scale. The items that loaded on two factors can be seen above in
Table 4. For this particular study, the items that loaded on two factors were very close to
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each other. Therefore, the Cronbach’s alpha for each of the factor was examined, each
factor ranged from (.79 to.90). Once this was examined then each of the items that loaded
on two factors were removed from the factors and the Cronbach’s alpha was checked
again. After removal, the range slightly shifted to .82 to .89. Therefore, the CFA was
conducted on a 25-item scale after removing the cross loaded items.
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
A four factor Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (N=188) was run using the statistical
program R based on the results of the parallel analysis. The results from the CFA indicted
a strong fit with a comparative fit index (CFI) of 0.97 and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)
of 0.96. The CMIN/DF (minimum discrepancy) at 3.8 and a root mean square of
approximation (RMSEA) of 0.124. A CMIN/DF range from 2-5 is acceptable, however,
an RMSEA of between .05 and .10 is preferred (McCallum et. al, 1996). Using these
criteria, 3 out of the 4 indicators suggested the 4-factor model was a good fit. In
summary, the results of the exploratory and confirmatory analyses indicate that the data
generated via student responses from the survey fit the four-factor model. Furthermore,
previous literature and the original research to develop this survey also concluded with a
four-factor model. However, while most of items from the original version of the survey
were retained for the current research, there were some shifts in how items loaded across
the factors in comparison to the original research (Handelsman et al., 2005). Overall, the
presented results provide evidence that the four-factor model is a good fit, and support
concluding that student course engagement as multidimensional concept. All
standardized estimates for the CFA have been provided below in Table 5.
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Table 5. CFA Loadings
Items
1
In-class
behaviors and
activities

Factors
2
4
3
Emotions
and
Out of
Interpersonal
class
related
relationships
behaviors
preparation

I am confident that I can
0.83
learn and do well in class
I get a good grade
0.86
I am doing well on the
0.82
tests
I am doing well on
0.80
quizzes
I am turning assigned
0.68
work
I come to class everyday
0.56
I am determined to
0.70
succeed
I do all the homework
0.73
problems
I figure out what is
expected of me in this
0.76
class
I listen carefully in class
0.71
I apply course material to my life
0.96
I find ways to make the course material
0.91
relevant to my life
I find ways to make the course interesting
0.93
to me
I really desire to learn the material
0.85
I think about the course between class
0.82
meetings
I participate actively in small-group
0.67
discussions
I ask questions when I don’t understand the instructor
I raise my hand in class
I help fellow students
I contact the Professor (phone or email)
when I have a question

0.76
0.64
0.75
0.46
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I sit towards the front in class, where it is easier to pay
attention
I take good notes
I make sure I study on a regular basis
I look over class notes between classes to make sure I
understand the material
I stay up on the readings

0.83
0.82
0.72
0.63
0.64

Research Question 2: What is the extent of variability present on the SCEQ within the
sub types of engagement (i.e., skills, performance, emotional, and participation) for
students, and between different sub-groups of students (i.e., gender, diversity status,
year of college, expected grade in the course) amongst students enrolled in general
education courses at URI?
The data from survey was organized and reported within four categories of engagement
(skills, emotional, performance, and participation). These categories were taken from the
original SCEQ developed by Handelsmen in 2001. The questions, as modified for the
current study, are displayed in Table 5.
Table 6. Subcategory questions
Sub Category
Item
Skills
I take good notes
I am organized
I come to class everyday
I listen carefully in class
I put forth effort
I do all the homework problems
I look over class notes between classes to make sure I
understand the material
I stay up on the readings
I make sure I study on a regular basis
Emotional
I apply course material to my life
I find ways to make the course material relevant to my life
I find ways to make the course interesting to me
I really desire to learn the material
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Performance

Participation

I think about the course between class meetings
I am doing well on the tests
I am doing well on quizzes
I get a good grade
I am confident that I can learn and do well in class
I am turning Assigned work
I go to the professor’s office hours to review assignments or
tests or to ask questions
I have fun in class
I participate actively in small-group discussions
I raise my hand in class
I ask questions when I don’t understand the instructor
I help fellow students

Subcategory 1-Skills
The first subcategory of engagement examined was skills. For this subtype possible
scores fall in the range of 9-63. The bar graphs in Figure 1 show that most of the
students’ scores are clustered towards the higher end of the range, suggesting that
majority of the students reported having high levels of skills. Interestingly, only 14 out of
the 386 students reported having either mild or low levels of skills. Students reporting
high skills made up 64% of the respondents (N=247).
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Figure 1. Variability within the subtype ‘Skills’

Skills
300
247 (64%)
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200
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100
50
0

1(<1%)
Low (9-15)

13 (3%)
Mild (16-31)

Moderate (32-46)
SCORES

High (47-63)

Subcategory 2 -Emotional
The second subcategory of engagement examined was emotional. For this
subtype, the scores can range from 5-35. The bar graphs in Figure 2 show that most of the
scores are clustered towards the higher end of the range where the scores range from 2635. This result is similar to the ‘skill’ subtype” in its clustering at the higher end, and
suggests that majority of the students reported themselves to have high levels of
emotional engagement. The data shows that only 59 out of the 386 students reported
either mild or low skills in this area. However, the majority (52%) of the respondents
reported high emotional engagement with scores ranging from 26-35.
Figure 2. Variability within the subtype ‘Emotional’
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Emotional
300
250
199(52%)

200
150

128 (33%)

100
53 (14%)

50
6 (<2%)
0
Low (5 - 9)

Mild (10-17)

Moderate (18-25)

High (26-35)

SCORES

Subcategory 3 -Performance
The third subcategory of engagement examined was entitled performance. For
this subtype, the possible scores range from 5-35. The bar graphs in Figure 3 indicate that
most of the scores are clustered towards the higher end of the range, in a manner similar
to the ‘skill’ and ‘emotional’ subtypes, suggesting that majority of the students reported
high “performance” engagement. This graph shows that only 6 out of the 386 students
reported having mild and low skills. Additionally, 323 students, which constitutes 83%of
the respondents, reported having high performance attributes in their classes.
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Figure 3. Variability within the subtype ‘Performance’
350
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Subcategory 4 -Participation
When the fourth subtype of engagement, which is ‘participation’ was examined,
compared to previous subcategories, a somewhat different picture emerged relative to the
first three sub-categories. For participation, the possible scores ranges from 6-42. The bar
graphs in Figure 4 indicate that most of the scores were clustered in the moderate and
mild range rather than the higher end of the range. This result is different from the ‘skill’,
‘emotional’, and ‘performance’ subcategories. These data suggest that majority of the
students (279 of 386 students) reported mild to moderate levels of participation in their
classes. Only 10 out of the 386 students reported having low participation in class,
whereas113 and 166 students reported mild and moderate participation, respectively.
Finally, 97 students reported high levels of participation.
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Figure 4. Variability within the subtype ‘Participation’
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For the second half of this research question 2, the extent of variability between different
groupings of students was examined. The patterns of results here were very similar to
what was depicted in Figures 1 to 4, where higher levels of scores were reported by
students for all sub-categories except the participation category.
Data suggests that students across all races rated themselves high on the skills,
emotions, and performance subcategories of the survey. However, regardless of race
they scored in the moderate range on participation. For example, out of 318 white
students in the study 146 of the them scored in the moderate score range (22-30) in
participation. Similarly, in the “participation” category, out of 22 students identifying as
black or African American, 10 of the students rated themselves to be in the moderate
range (22-30).
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Furthermore, both male and female students responded in the high range on the
skills, emotions, and performance subcategories. However, in a manner similar to the
race/ethnicity results, students rated themselves in the moderate range for the
participation subtype. For example, of 119 male students 49 students (41%) rated
themselves in the moderate range. And, of 264 female students 116 (44%) of them rated
themselves as having moderate participation in class.
For the ‘year in college’ subcategory, the majority of students rated themselves
high on skills, emotions, and performance regardless of year in college. However, when
participation was examined, students did not rate themselves as performing
commensurate with the highest rank. For example, of the 164 freshmen participants, 66
(40%) of them identify themselves as being moderately engaged in the participation area.
In addition to this, 42% of the sophomores, 43% juniors, and 53% of seniors rated
themselves as only moderately participating in class.
Students were also categorized by the grade they expected in the class for which
they were responding on the SCEQ. Students that reported that they were expecting
mostly A’s, and B’s and C’s had higher scores in subcategory skills, emotions, and
performance. However, the majority of the same students only reported moderate (scores
of 22-30) levels of participation. For example, even for students that reported expecting
mostly A’s only 30% of them rated themselves as having high levels of participation in
class.
In summary, these results indicate students’ self-reported “participation” in class
was mainly in the moderate range, unlike other subcategories such as skills, emotions,
and performance, where students responded with mainly high-levels of engagement.
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Thus, the variability in reporting across sub-categories of engagement appeared solely in
the “participation” category relative to the other categories.
For the second part of the question, the responses showed that regardless of
student race/ethnicity, year in college, gender, and expected grade in class, the pattern of
reporting was consistent with the variability from category to category as reported above.
That is, the majority of students from every demographic category consistently rated
themselves in the higher ranges of engagement, with the exception of reporting about
participation in class. Overall, from within the subcategories of engagement and across
different demographic variables, students responded to indicate “moderately” on
questions about participation in class when compared to other subcategories of
engagement.
Other exploratory findings from the SCEQ
Correlations between the 4 factors
The correlations between the factors show a moderate positive correlation. It also shows
that each one of the factors is significant. However, the correlations are not too high
which could lead to multicollinearity (higher than .90) which could result factors
measuring essentially the same concept, rather than different ones. Therefore, the
correlations between the factors suggest that all factors might significantly influence one
another as they all measure engagement. For example, students who responded higher on
skills might have also reported having higher performance or participation, making the
factors trend similarly, but they are not at risk of multicollinearity.
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Table 7. SCEQ Factor Correlation Table
Factors

n

M

SD

Skills

Skills

386

49.10

8.430

—

Emotional

386

25.11

6.618

.577**

—

Performance

386

29.47

4.485

.594**

.450**

—

25.22

7.423
.544**

.575**

.352**

Participation

386

Emotional

Performance

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).**
Correlation between Expected grades and Overall Engagement
A two-tailed test of significance indicated there was a significant positive relationship
between the students’ reported expected grades and the overall engagement score r(386)
= .296,
p < .01. This finding indicates that although no strong relationship was found between
expected grades and overall engagement scores, there seems to be a significant
contribution of one of the variables to the other.
Table 8. Correlation between Expected Grades and Overall Engagement
Variables
Expected Grades

n

M

SD

Expected
Grades

386

5.94

8.72

---

21.78

.296**

Overall Engagement
Scores
386
128.89
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).**

Research Question 3: To what extent do participants rate the student Utility survey
scores and suggestions for effective behaviors, received through this study and
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indicated by the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ), as useful for selfimprovement in their general education course(s)?
This question focused on the student surveys soliciting student opinions (SEE
APPENDIX C for a copy of the survey) about the usefulness of feedback they received
after they completed the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire. These student
surveys were optional, and of 386 students that completed the SCEQ, 74 students
completed the usefulness survey. The survey consisted of four statements for students to
rate; 1) The feedback and guidance were clear to me, 2) The feedback is an accurate
reflection of my behavior in class, 3) I will be able to use the feedback in this course, and
4) The feedback will be useful to me in other classes. The responses for these 4 questions
on the student Utility survey were provided using a 5-point scale that ranged from 1
‘strongly disagree’ to 5 ‘strongly agree’.
Tables 5 and 7 provide data that describes the demographics of the students completing
the student Utility survey. Then, student feedback data are presented.
Table 9. Demographic Characteristics for student Utility Survey
(N=74)
Freshmen Sophomores
Juniors
(N=26)
(N=25)
(N=14)

Seniors
(N=9)

White

21

22

11

8

Black or African American

0

1

1

0

American Indian or
Alaskan Native

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0
0

0
3
1
0

0
2
0
0

0
1
0
0
N=74
24

Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander
Hispanic
Other
Prefer not to answer
Expected grades in the course
Mostly A

36

1
0
0

Mostly A's and B's
Mostly B's
Mostly B's and C's
Mostly C's
Mostly C's and D's
Mostly F's

38
7
5
0
0
0

Question 1 – “The feedback and guidance were clear to me”.
Student responses to this question are depicted in Figure 5. Also, a breakdown by
two demographic variables, gender and class year, is discussed following the Figure.
Figure 5. Overall response for question one of student Utility survey

The feedback and guidance were clear to me
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The figure also indicates that 66 of the 74 participants (89%) choose the “strongly agree”
or “agree” response, with only 10% of the students choosing the less favorable options.
These data were further examined by demographic variables, such as, gender, year in
college, race and ethnicity, and their expected grades.
When the overall answers were broken down into gender categories, it indicated that 53
females which is 90% of the participating female students chose the “strongly agree” or
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“agree” response, with only 10% responding unfavorably to this question. Similarly, 92%
of the male students responded favorably to this question.
Next, responses to “the feedback and guidance were clear to me’, were broken down by
class year, which is Freshmen, Sophomore, Junior, and Senior. The results indicated 92%
of the freshmen, 80% of the sophomores, 100% of the juniors, and 88% of the seniors
responded, “strongly agree” and “agree”.
Question 2 – “The feedback is an accurate reflection of my behavior in class”.
The second question of the feedback opinion survey asked if the students believed
the feedback they received was an accurate reflection of their behavior. Figure 6 provides
the overall results from student responses, presented as bar graphs.
Figure 6. Overall response ‘The feedback is an accurate reflection of my behavior in
class’

The feedback is an accurate reflection of my
behavior in class - Overall response
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Neither agree or
disagree

Agree
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Figure 6. indicates that, 59 students out of 74 respondents agreed that the guidance
document accurately reflected their behavior in class. And only 4 out of 74 students
disagreed with what the guidance document had to say about their behavior.
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The breakdown for this particular question indicated that 81% of females that
responded for the student Utility survey ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agreed’ that the guidelines
reflect their behavior accurately. Of the participating males, 70% ‘strongly agree’ and
‘agree’ that the feedback and guidelines were an accurate reflection of their behavior in
class. In addition to this, none of the students strongly disagreed about the feedback and
reflection being an accurate description of their (students) behavior in class.
When this question is examined by student year in college, results indicate that
most students strongly agree that the feedback and guidelines are an accurate
representation of themselves in class. Of those who endorsed ‘Strongly agree’, 68% of
students are freshmen and sophomores. For the ‘Agree’ category, 70% of the students
that responded favorably are Freshmen and Sophomores. The other categories such as
‘Neither agree nor disagree’ have sophomores as the majority. These results demonstrate
that majority of students who are Freshmen and Sophomores have responded positively
to this particular question, but the majority that have responded positively are freshmen
and sophomores. Overall, only 5% (N=4) have disagreed and of those 2 students are
Freshmen and Sophomores.
Question 3- “I will be able to use the feedback in this course”.
The third question of the feedback opinion survey asked students about the
application of the feedback and guidelines within the course they referenced for the
SCEQ. Figure 7 is a bar graph that displays the overall responses from the students for
this particular question.
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Figure 7. Overall response for question three of Utility survey
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Figure 7 indicates that of the 74 student respondents, 31% strongly agreed that they
would be able to use the feedback for the particular course. Similarly, 43%, of the
students ‘agree’ that they would be able to use the feedback in their course. These results
indicate a mainly positive response to the usefulness of the SCEQ survey feedback. It is
also interesting to note that no student responded that they strongly disagree to use the
feedback and guideline in their course, and very few students (8%) of the students
disagreed the feedback was useful.
These data were examined by gender and class year of the students. When broken down
by gender, 81% of the female students agree that they (students) would be able to use the
feedback in the course, and 70% of the male students also agree that the feedback was
useful to them in the enrolled course.
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When examined by college year, results indicated that most students strongly
agreed that the feedback was useful in the course. In the ‘Strongly agree’ category, 60%
of students were Freshmen or Sophomores. For the ‘Agree’ category, 69% of the students
are Sophomores and Freshmen. The other categories such as ‘Neither agree nor disagree’
have sophomores and freshmen as the majority. Overall, these data suggest that the
majority of students have responded positively to this particular question are from the
sophomores and freshmen.
Question 4 – “The feedback will be useful in the future to help me perform well
academically in other classes”.
The fourth question of the Utility survey asked if the student would be able to use
this particular SCEQ feedback that was generated for their gen-ed course in other
courses. In Figure 8. there is a bar graph that displays the overall responses from the
students for this particular question.
Figure 8. Overall response for question three of Utility survey
The feedback will be useful in the future to help me perform well
academically in other classes
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This figure indicates that of the 74 students 30% of the students strongly agree that they
would be able to use the feedback for their other courses. Similarly, 56%, of the
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respondents ‘agree’ that they will be able to use the feedback in their other course. These
results indicate a positive response to the guideline and feedback of the survey for other
and future courses that students will enroll in. The positive response indicates that
students think that the feedback will be useful in other contexts in addition to the one for
which they referenced the SCEQ survey. These results are further broken down by gender
and class year of the students.
When results are examined by categorizing students into five gender categories
(i.e., male, female, non-binary, prefer not to answer, and other), 90% of the female
students agree that they will be able to use the feedback in future courses. Similarly, 70%
of the students that identify as males ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ that they will use the
feedback for future courses. Finally, only 2 students reported believing that they will not
be able to use the feedback in other classes.
When data from the fourth question is broken down by years in college, 85% of
freshmen responded ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ while 84% of sophomores responded
“Strongly agree” and “agree”. Amongst, juniors and seniors more than 90% of the
students responded favorably to this question. This positive result indicates that students
are willing to use the feedback in their future courses.
Therefore, students found the feedback accurate and useful, reported it would be
useful to them in future courses. Overall, the responses from the student Utility surveys
suggest that the guidance document reflected their behavior, was useful for the current
course, and will be used in future courses as well. Only a very small percentage of those
responding rated items in the neutral or unfavorable categories.
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Demographic comparisons of the overall sample and feedback survey response
subgroup
Chi-Square tests were conducted between the demographic variables of the two groups,
the overall set of students who responded to the SCEQ and the subset of students’ who
responded to the Utility feedback survey. There was no significant difference between the
students’ class year (e.g., freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and seniors) in the SCEQ
survey and the students class grade in the utility survey (Χ2(5) = 2.174, p > .001).
Similarly, there were no significant difference between students’ ages across the SCEQ
and the Utility feedback survey groups (Χ2(4) = 3.62, p > .001) as well as their ethnicity
in the SCEQ survey versus the Utility feedback survey groups (Χ2(6) = 2.74, p > .001).
Research Question 4: For students with engagement scores lower than 115 out of the
175 overall , how do students describe and characterize their experience in general
education courses, as reported and discussed in a one on one interview?
Analysis
After completion of 1-on-1 interviews, the recorded audio data were transcribed verbatim
and then checked for accuracy. Since results for this question was analyzed using a
qualitative approach, the data here are analyzed with a mix of a priori themes, and with
an examination of similarities and differences among the participants responses to the
same questions. A priori themes are mainly characteristics of the phenomena being
studied, that are already agreed upon in the literature (Maxwell, 1996). For this analysis,
interview questions were not open ended, but rather, questions were focused based on a
priori themes taken from the literature about behaviors, emotions, participation, and
performance relative to course engagement. Other questions asked were “If they had any
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suggestions, they would like to provide that might be helpful to promote engagement.”
The full interview guide is provided in Appendix E.
For all the questions, a “constant comparison method” was used. This method involves
searching for similarities and differences by taking units of data from different
informants. The similarities and differences in these units are themes. For example, if a
particular theme is present in both of the texts then the next task is to see if there are also
differences that have been expressed (Charmaz, 200; Strauss and Corbin, 1990).
The coding process for the interview began by separating the interview by its questions.
Then, answers to each question were examined for similarities and difference.
Similarities in the interviews were then labelled as themes, as were differences in
responding to the same text was also labelled as a theme. When the two documents were
coded for their themes, then a group of themes emerged.
There were four themes that emerged from the interviews: (1) internal motivation, (2)
active engagement preference, (3) dislike for passive lectures, and (4) immediate
feedback.
Internal motivation refers to how the students perceived engagement. Both of the
participants were asked how they thought engagement could be improved and if they
thought faculty members could play a role. Both the students mentioned that they feel
that engagement is an internal process that needs to stem from themselves (students). For
example:
Participant 1: “I really don’t think there is much that the instructor can do..
I look more of how I’m engage on myself. there is only so much an
instructor can do…not only this but also in bigger lectures. I think it’s
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more about how I have to do…to get engaged to what their trying to
accomplish…”
Participant 2 : “I would definitely say it would be something within
myself…at the end of the day I had to realize that I am paying to be in this
class…I can either enjoy it and consume all of the information given to me
or I can dread going to the class and just not be engaged...and not enjoy
the class…”
Active engagement refers to how students feel the most engaged in classrooms. This is
particularly described by both students as occurring through a class activity.
Participant 1: “Basically when we are doing interactive things, when there
is a scenario on the board like for some kind of example. And we have to
come up with a skit or something to fit that…to fit the bill. That’s like I
guess where everyone is more engaged cause we are talking and working
together to come up with ideas”
Participant 2: “I would just say honestly just doing more of the small
group activities…some days there would be days that we don’t do them. I
don’t speak for everyone. But for me I know that it really helps me out a
lot…”
Dislike for inactive teaching style refers to students reporting conditions that render them
the least engaged in courses. This is particularly described as lecture styles in courses that
do not include discussions or group activities.
Participant 1 : “It’s easy to get disengage when it is more like a lecture.
Then you start to tune out and get distracted. It’s easier to just listening
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and you’re not contributing anything and it’s a lot easier get off track and
in your own head and just off track and not retain as much”
Participant 2 : “Cause when you are going through a big huge lecture
throughout the week…just going to these small groups and being able to
go to the small groups and having these overall discussions of the key
components…because during lectures you retain a lot of information…and
you don’t really remember or know what is important and what isn’t…so I
just feel like during these small groups…it kind of just helps a lot …to
retain the key components throughout the week”
Immediate feedback refers to teaching activities described by the students as having in
class quizzes or live quizzes via Top Hat or other software that gives students instant
feedback on how they are doing in class and lets them know, during exam time, where to
focus.
Participant 1 : “I think they should use TOP HAT more…when I’m hung
up on something I like knowing right away if its right or wrong during the
live quizzes because then it tells me where I’m at and what I need to pay
attention to for a test.so live quizzes on TOP HAT helps”
Participant 2 : “I would probably say when it comes to the big lectures that
we have, that we just take a period of time and be like 10 or 5 minutes or
anyone is able to ask questions cause not everyone is able to ask
questions…or stay after class to ask questions and I know that when it
comes to emailing Profs, it can take up to 2-3 days and by that time I am
not as eager or attentive”
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One of the differences found in the themes was how students approached their courses
within their major fields of study.
Participant 1: “oh talking about motivation the classes that are more tied to my
major, like I feel motivated to do well in those classes where I put more work in
outside of the classroom.”
Participant 2: “For my philosophy class I know that I have to put more motivated
and attentive...it’s a second-grade option class...I know I have to work 10 times
harder than other people… But for my gender and women classes it comes to me
naturally because I’m a gender and women studies major as well.. and as well
criminal justice classes…its more of a flow…but outside of my major it definitely
takes a little bit more for me to become motivated and attentive in the classes that
I have to take.
In summary, the interview derived themes suggested that the two students talked
similarly about their experiences in different courses within the group of general
education courses at URI. The themes also overlapped with some of the factors identified
in the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the SCEQ, such as active engagement and
motivation. However, some new themes also emerged which had not been seen in the
SCEQ, nor discussed before in the literature. The new theme that emerged from the
interviews was: - immediate feedback by the use of software to facilitate the immediate
feedback process for the Professors.
In conclusion, the results addressing the four questions in this study suggest that
the factor analysis conducted on the sample of 386 URI students resulted in 4 factors that
slightly differed in items within a factor from the ones in the original SCEQ. And, the
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confirmatory factor analysis also showed that the 4-factor model was a good fit for the
present sample. These results suggest others should be able to use the present four-factor
model with confidence. Second, the results suggest that participation, as self-reported by
the students was not rated as highly as the other factors. Also, the second research
question’s results show that the items for participation only had items on verbal
participation and did not take into account the different types of participation (i.e., the
non-verbal participation, body language in class, and eye contact). Third, the results of
the utility of Utility survey showed that the majority of the students agreed that the
interpretation guidance document sent to them along with their scores was an accurate
reflection of their behavior in class, they would use it in the current class they were
enrolled, and they would also use it in their future classes. The majority of the students
that responded favorably were Freshmen and Sophomores. And lastly, the two student
interviews resulted in similar themes such as active engagement and internal motivation,
as well as new themes such as immediate feedback. The new theme suggests that students
of this generation might rely, at least in part, on instant feedback to maintain their
engagement in class.
Overall, the study showed that engagement is a multidimensional and evolving
concept, and the items in each factor from the factor analyses were slightly different from
what has been seen historically depending on the age group and the samples.
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Chapter Four
Discussion
Introduction
In this section, the findings of the present study are discussed in relation to the
research questions and hypotheses posed. Next, the current findings are discussed in
relation to previous research in the area. Further, implications for policy makers and
educators are identified. This section concludes with limitations of the research and
suggestions for future work.
Purpose of the study
As stated in the introductory section of this work, the primary focus of the current study
was to examine: (1) the psychometric properties of the modified version of the Student
Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ). A second and related purpose was to
examine the extent of variability present within the sub types of engagement (i.e., skills,
performance, emotional, and participation) for students, and variability between different
sub-groups of students (i.e., gender, diversity status, year of college, expected grade in
the course) on the SCEQ within general education courses at the University of Rhode
Island. A third research question focused on participating students’ ratings of the
usefulness (i.e., utility) of the SCEQ feedback results and recommendations provided
immediately after completing the SCEQ. Finally, a fourth question intended to describe
and characterize student experiences in general education courses, as reported and
discussed in individual interviews.
Research question 1. The first question examined the psychometric properties of the
modified Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ) completed by 386 URI
students enrolled in at least one of URI’s general education courses. To examine the
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psychometric properties of the Questionnaire, both a split half exploratory factor analysis
(EFA) and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were conducted.
The EFA conducted to address this question suggested that the modified SCEQ
has 4 factors: 1) In-class behaviors and activities, 2) Emotions and related behaviors, 3)
Interpersonal relationships, and 4) Out of class preparation. These factors are similar, but
not exact matches to what was previously found in the original version of the SCEQ
developed by Handelsman et al. in 2005 with undergraduate students at the University of
Denver, Colorado. The 4 factors from the original 23-item SCEQ included skills,
participations, performance, and emotional engagement. The modified version of SCEQ
developed in this study yielded similar factors to the original. However, there are two
important differences between the present work, and the original. First, some of the
items in the present SCEQ were loaded on different factors as compared with the
previous research. Second, the current work led to newly assigned factor names that are
believed to accurately reflect the analyses conducted. The CFA conducted for this study
indicated this four-factor model to be a good fit for the data. This means that the fourfactor model generated by the EFA is a good fit for the newly engaged sample and could
be used at other colleges and Universities with confidence in the items and factors.
In some previous research, student engagement was measured and defined by
three-factors, behavioral (i.e., activities), cognitive (i.e., interest, active understanding),
and affective (i.e., perceptions and attitudes) engagement (Jennings & Angelo, 2008).
However, in the present study, four-factors rather than three were identified. This
increase in the number of factors could be due to the manner in which students responded
to the items. For example, the University of Denver population (Handelsman et al., 2005)
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not only consisted of the typical college students but they had also incorporated a
substantial number of non-traditional students who were older and part-time.
Additionally, the students that participated in the present study had a mean age of 19.4
years, whereas students that participated in Handelsman et. al., 2005 study had a mean
age of 23.03 years, and were enrolled in psychology, political science, and math courses.
In the current study, the majority of the participating students were from communications
studies, writing, and psychology courses. These differences in the samples may explain
the shift in items for the current study. That is, students who were different in mean age
and in different types of courses may have led to the differing results. This could be
because older students might perceive student engagement in a more traditional sense, for
example raising their hands instead of wanting instant feedback from Professors. It is also
important to keep in mind that the students in Denver were recruited in 2005, which
means that the college culture was not the same as it is now, which is very technology
and internet heavy.
A second potential reason for the increase in factors could be related to the
modifications and additions made to the items in the questionnaire. For example, two
new items were added to the survey along with 3 items that had been previously excluded
from the original scale developed by Handelsman et. al., (2005) by those authors
themselves. Further, although engagement has been examined historically by measuring
behavioral, cognitive, and affective aspects, there is recent research that indicates a fourth
aspect of engagement known as the agentic engagement (Reeve, 2012) may be important
to recognize. Agentic engagement is defined as “the action of taking initiatives that
contribute to learning and teaching”. Agentic engagement has been discussed as related
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to interpersonal relationships (teacher-student relationships) that foster agency (i.e., one’s
ability to originate and direct actions for given purposes) in classrooms (Waring, 2011).
This concept is very similar to the third factor generated by the EFA in the present study
named “interpersonal relationships”, which along with other items pertain to relating to
the teacher or instructor such as “going to the Profs office”, “helping fellow students”,
and “contacting the Prof”. In conclusion, ‘agentic’ engagement aligns with the third
factor of the EFA which is labeled ‘interpersonal relationships’.
Research Question 2. A second research question addressed the extent of variability
present within the subtypes of engagement from the original version of SCEQ
(Handelsman et. al., 2005) (i.e., skills, performance, emotional, and participation) for
students, and between different sub-groups of students (i.e., gender, diversity status, year
of college, expected grade in the course) on the SCEQ amongst students enrolled in
general education courses at URI.
The results of this question were organized by 4 subtypes of engagement (i.e., skills,
performance, emotional, and participation). Data for each of the subtypes of engagement,
with the exception of participating, showed students scoring at high levels of engagement
in each subtype (skills, emotional, and performance). This result, of mainly high levels of
engagement, was found both within the subtypes as well as in comparing different subgroups of students (i.e., gender, diversity status, year of college, expected grade in the
course).
The finding of lower levels of “participation” relative to the other types of engagement is
interesting. Previous research on engagement has always identified ‘participation in
class’ under the behavioral subtype of engagement, and such “participation…” been
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considered an integral subtype of engagement, apparently due to its
measurable/observable nature. The majority of researchers have participation as one of
their indicators of engagement as it is the most recognizable form of engagement (Jones,
2008). Researchers have also stated that there is strong evidence of participation being a
strong indicator of student engagement (Rocca, 2009; Weaver & Qi, 2005).
However, it is interesting to consider a recent study conducted by Frymeir and
Houser (2015) that examined the extent to which verbal participation is a necessary
component of engagement. Despite the interchangeable use of the terms participation and
engagement in the past, the study by Frymeir and Houser suggested there was a
negligible relationship between students’ reported level of verbal participation and
engagement. While the Frymier and Houser result was inconsistent with previous
research, it does align with the results of the current study.
Results from the current study, and previous research (Frymier & Houser, 2015)
challenge researchers and practitioners to view student engagement as a broader concept,
beyond simply observable participation. In their initial 2015 study, Frymier & Houser
conducted a second study (published in the same article) that examined the relationship
more closely by examining non-verbal attentiveness and engagement by asking questions
relating to non-verbal engagement such as body language, and eye contact (Frymier &
Houser’s, 2015). This second study confirmed and indicated that even though teachers
were assessing students, in part, based on active participation, they need to be more
attentive towards the students’ non-verbal cues in order to get a complete picture of
student engagement. Another study carried out by Meyer in 2007 and 2008, also found
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that student’s engagement can be measured via non-verbal indicators such as with eye
contact, body posture, and attentiveness.
These results raise the issue of to what extent do observable factors contribute to
the overall construct of engagement, and to what extent might observable participation be
over-emphasized in the literature. Within this discussion, then, it becomes critical to
suggest the importance of student self-report of various forms of engagement, such as
with the SCEQ, in striving for a full picture of college student course/class engagement.
Further, one potential reason students in the current study rated themselves low in
participation could be because of the nature of items in the SCEQ, which do not inquire
about non-verbal participation in the classroom, but rather, focus mainly on verbal
participation.
Research question 3. The third focus of the present work was intended to examine the
utility of the guidance document providing SCEQ feedback to the students immediately
after completing their surveys. Here, participants were asked about the usefulness of the
feedback provided to them as students completing the SCEQ. Seventy-four students
responded to this optional survey that was automatically emailed after they completed the
SCEQ. There were 4 questions in the utility survey asking about the guidance document’s
accuracy, usefulness, and potential utility and application of the guidance suggestions in
the future.
The majority of the students responding to the survey either strongly agreed or agreed
that the feedback guidance was accurate, useful, and would be applicable to their courses
in the future. Fewer than 5% (N=3) of the students responded unfavorably to the
questions posed about the utility of the provided feedback.
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These results begin to enlighten the issue of usefulness of giving students real time
feedback through a guidance interpretation document such as the one used here. The
results of this SCEQ utility survey provide unique information to the student engagement
literature, while also suggesting an important a strategy for helping students to consider
their own “class engagement” with an eye toward individual student self-evaluation. It
appears that at the college/university level, with respect to class engagement students are
rarely given individual feedback (i.e., the opportunity to learn how they have done or
what they can do to improve on an individual basis). Rather, student engagement
assessment and decisions appear to focus on generating information to be used at an
administration level with an eye toward changes that can be made at Program- or
University-wide levels (Kuh, 2001)
Thus, it appears that college student engagement efforts have only occasionally
focused on individual students, and individual student improvement. This gap between
data collection and utility at an individual level versus a broader student body level,
appears to deprive students of valuable information for academic growth. The current
results from the utility survey suggest students agree that their self-evaluations reflect
their behaviors in class and that they will use feedback, both immediately and in future
courses. Together, the SCEQ self-reported scores, along with feedback and utility ratings
could be used to make decisions at both the ‘macro’ (e.g., college level such as policies
about college programs, and the design of the curriculum ) and ‘micro’ (e.g., individual
level such as self-improving strategies) levels of the institution.
Of further importance is the potentially interactive nature of the survey and
feedback. The feedback document allowed students to see and interpret their scores and
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the guidance document (Appendix D) provided personalized suggestions based on each
individual’s scores. The guidance document also contained a “picture” of the scale for
each subtype of engagement and this visualization could help a student to imagine
themselves being able to move up or down the engagement scale. The intent here was to
provide a graphic design of the scale so that the students might conceptualize engagement
as a malleable rather than an absolute concept. Research surveys on college student
engagement have not yet used these types of “interactive” tools, however, some newer
educational platforms such as Top Hat do use features such as a ‘live quiz’ that allow
instructors to provide immediate feedback to students in some areas of performance. To
this end, future work should focus on feedback and its form, functions, usefulness, and
strategies to make course engagement feedback meaningful and useful to college
students.
Research Question 4. The final research question aimed to examine how students would
characterize and describe their course participation and engagement, as well as
perspectives of URI’s general education courses. The major limitation of the data
collected here was that due to the COVID-19 pandemic in the year 2020, only two
students agreed to make themselves available for interviews, which were conducted
remotely. The two 20-minute-long interviews suggested that students do not favor
lectures as a sole means of instruction, but rather that they reported thriving on interactive
discussion, group activities, and collaborative work in class. Both interviews also
suggested that immediate feedback was necessary for participants to be able to “maintain
engagement” over a long period of time such as a 14-week semester. In the interviews,
students explained that in their view, sustaining engagement would be facilitated by
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faculty having 10-20 minutes at the end of each class to address their course related
questions and concerns immediately. The interviewees also said that the use of emails for
such purposes are not very effective because students “forget or get distracted” as far as
emails are concerned. Both the students also said that live quizzes on the instructional
platform Top Hat helped them to know how well they were doing in a class as the
platform provides immediate feedback to students.
Although the data for these students may not be generalizable due to sample size
constraints, it is noteworthy that the students who completed the interview had different
approaches (in preparation and effort) to their general education courses. One participant
conveyed that they take general education courses more seriously because the work is is
not within their major, and for them courses related to their major do not need as much
effort. In contrast, the other participant mentioned that they put more effort in courses for
their major and suggested that those courses mattered more than the general education
courses. It would be interesting to examine the extent to which differences such as these
in managing one’s educational course work would be present in a larger sample of
students. To this end, future work should examine similarities and differences in students’
approaches to general education courses and major-required courses.
Implications for future work
The results of this research have implications for future practices, assessment and
research in the area of college student course/class engagement. These include addressing
issues of how to maximize the accuracy, relevance, and usefulness of assessments of
engagement.
Collaboration
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One important issue for future consideration is collaboration between college students,
instructors, and administrators. For example, best practices for decision making includes
the collaboration at institutional, classroom, and individual level to enhance student
outcomes and success. For the measurement of student engagement, previous research
has given little attention to individual level feedback that could be helpful for each
student’s academic growth. As college students are self-motivated and are given
responsibility to choose their courses, the feedback and individual level data seems to be
vital for student success.
In addition to providing feedback to students, the feedback strategy of receiving a
score for a student, a summary that could provide more guidance to a teacher, and data
that could help the institution could be useful at all levels – institution, classroom, and the
individual. With SCEQ survey data such as that discussed herein, key informants such as
the director or dean of general education will be able to facilitate or upgrade the program
on an institutional/University wide by creating new programs, and/or by creating training
opportunities for faculty members. At a classroom level, the current study’s results could
be used to encourage assessment and decisions that a faculty member is in control of to
improve student engagement in class. For example, with repeated pre- and postassessment a faculty member could evaluate the use of various instructional tools, such as
administering quizzes via “Top Hat” to allow for immediate performance feedback to
students.
And, finally, at a student level, the course engagement feedback and scores
provide information to students and could help to motivate them to take control of their
engagement in class. In this manner, students can also learn that engagement is a
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malleable variable and that they are able to utilize self-improvement strategies to improve
along a continuum, rather than remain at the current level of engagement.
Measurement
Proposed Continuum of Engagement in Student Feedback
Student engagement often has been perceived as a student characteristic. Students
have either been considered as either having “engagement” or “lacking” engagement.
This particular project aims to introduce a more malleable or continuous approach to
engagement, with considerations of a range of engagement, from high levels of
engagement to low levels of engagement, rather than the traditional dichotomous concept
of engagement and lack thereof. One of the benefits of the continuous scale like approach
is that students and teachers could perceive the construct as less of a rigid label and more
of a set of behavior that are malleable in nature given the right types of supports and
strategies. Secondly, the continuous scale approach also gives an opportunity to study
student engagement that falls at various points between high and low levels of
engagement. Previous research has not explored either this middle ground or the students
whose engagement scores fall at less engaged end of the continuum. For example, in the
current study students were able to score between 35 to 175, where the scores around 3580 were conceptually categorized as low levels of engagement and anything above a 130
categorized as high levels of engagement. The scores in between from 81-119 were
categorized as mid-levels of engagement. Along with giving students feedback, the
purpose of the guidance document was for students to see themselves as placed on this
overall continuum, as well as on similar scales for the sub-areas of engagement. In
addition to this, the student might not be consistently high or consistently low on all
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subtypes such as skills, participation, performance and emotions. Therefore, even though
their overall engagement score might be an average of these subtypes, the students were
able to see that they could move along the scale within these subtypes and were able to
make a change to their actions in class accordingly.
By avoiding the dichotomous nature that has been previously used to study
engagement, this research holds promise to be more positive in its framing of student
engagement. In addition, the work holds promise for promoting systematic improvement
in engagement, and for students to be able to move along the continuum through their
own actions and efforts, and/or via being provided with a supportive environment.
Future of engagement indicators
This work yielded newly developed factors that contribute to a shift in how
engagement is perceived. This change in perception comes from the fact that the typical
factors such as behaviors, affect, and cognition were not the only factors generated in the
findings. For example, the findings in this study generated items that made different
factors and have been categorized as “in-class preparation” and “out of class preparation”
instead of the traditional factors that are seen in research such as behavioral, affective,
and cognitive (Christenson, Reschly & Wylie, 2012) or in Handelsman’s 2005 study, that
is, skills, participation, and performance, which is also very closely aligned with
behavioral, affective, and cognitive.
In addition to the currently identified factors relative to the previous SCEQ
questionnaire, additional items have been added to the scale. For example, added items
are “I am turning in assigned work” and “I do well on quizzes”, they both loaded on the
first factor “In-class behaviors and activities. Results of the factor analyses also showed
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that the items pertaining to verbal participation demonstrated little relation to
engagement, therefore, one way to improve the questionnaire in future work is to develop
and evaluate items relating to non-verbal participation. That is, items relating to making
eye contact, nodding their head and giving non-verbal feedback and attention to faculty
instructors/instruction need to be considered. Due to the current pandemic, the
questionnaires might also benefit from questions not related to the classroom and more
related to engagement with virtual instructional platforms such as “Zoom”.
Engagement measurements have always been assessed in the context of the classroom.
For example, the definition of engagement is how much they learn and the strategies they
apply in class to retain the course material. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the
assessment, definition, and concept of engagement is bound to change. Since, most of the
universities and schools are going to either be online or a hybrid of online/face to face,
educational researchers need to quickly develop measurement scales for the institution,
faculty, and students to explore the new era of virtual classroom. Such unexpected and
sudden change in the educational culture will have a difficult time developing
engagement scales. As many of the items on the scale such as, ‘raising your hand going
to the Prof. office’, ‘doing group activities’ will not be applicable. Therefore, for future
educational researchers to come up with a scale, the best practice would be to do focus
group and ask in open ended questions how they engage in their classes and what they
enjoy in their classes.
Furthermore, there are plenty of resources on how to integrate technology into the
classroom but there are not many studies that has explored virtual student engagement.
Certain items that educational researchers have been using in engagement surveys will
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need to adapt to the new ways. The factor structure of the scale might also change as
interpersonal relationships such as going to the instructor’s office, collaborating and
actively participating in classrooms, and in group activities are likely to evolve to adapt
to the virtual classrooms. Faculty and instructors will also have a difficult time engaging
student in the classroom as many of the students do not show their video and mute the
calls. The students during the one on one interviews in this study mentioned benefitting
from live quizzes, and feedback. It seems that more live quizzes need to take place
instead of hand raising. Therefore, the pandemic demands the students, instructors,
measurement developers, and instructional platforms to be creative to engage students in
the virtual classroom.
Utility of Assessment
Generally, researchers have not used student engagement studies and its results as
a practical tool in colleges. Rather, studies mainly have been conducted to understand
relationships between different elements of college in relation to student engagement, but
the results do not often go back to the students. Therefore, in many ways the current
research aims to circle back and give the primary source (students) their own information
(via email) for them to self-evaluate and modify their behaviors to improve engagement.
In addition, there has been little research on providing feedback to college
students on self-improvement strategies to increase their engagement in college. The
surveys that are widely used right now focus on the student’s overall experience of the
institution rather than focusing on their classrooms and engagement process inside the
classroom. As noted earlier, surveys that are widely used at colleges and universities,
such as the National Survey of School Engagement (NSSE) contain questions about
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general student involvement in all classes during the school year. Data collected from the
NSSE then are used to make a variety of reports, such as, snapshot reports, engagement
indicator reports, High Impact Practices, Frequencies and Statistical Comparison Reports.
Unlike individual level data, NSSE reports are broken down by year or type of programs,
these institutional level data make it harder to identify students that need help to foster
their engagement.
In contrast to the types of practices affiliated with the NSSE, the current study
provided direct feedback to each student responding to the survey, and to query students
about the usefulness of that feedback. As college students have more autonomy to direct
their studies, giving direct feedback seems to be the most effective and straightforward
way to increase student engagement at the college level. One aim of the study was to
identify and provide support to students to help themselves be aware of their emotional
engagement, skills, performance and behavioral (participation) indicators of early
engagement.
In the present work, the students responded positively about the utility, accuracy
and usefulness of the SCEQ survey, their scores, and the guidance interpretation
document. In future work, perhaps the interpretation guide could be improved if it were
to be a worksheet where students could monitor or journal their own behaviors in the
classroom. This would be in contrast to what was used in the current work, wherein the
interpretation guide was more general, and the suggestions were also geared towards the
questionnaire items rather than providing students with new or interactive solutions to
foster increasing engagement. For example, the suggestions provided here in the
feedback guidance document consisted of suggestions like “You should raise your hand
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more in class, you should participate, you should do readings”, however, an alternate to
that could be asking a student what would work for them and tailoring their responses to
the particular course they were taking. Another potential improvement of the feedback
process could involve a collaboration between students and academic advisors with
whom students could discuss their scores and methods for improving their own
engagement. This suggestion might entail discussing the meaning of baseline scores, as
well as what areas of engagement are in need of improvement and creating an action plan
for achieving that improvement. Each of these methods could improve the utility of the
SCEQ and similar surveys and increase the benefit of the questionnaires.
Another type of follow-up of the study that would be useful would be one in
which students are able to use the feedback from a course within one semester and/or
across two semesters. Here it would be interesting to investigate the extent to which
feedback can be associated with improvement in college student engagement over time.
Future work on college student engagement could also benefit from the use of focus
groups of students and faculty members, to generate more dialogue on the topic of
college student engagement. This methodology could be beneficial as students talking to
each other might generate more details and ideas. As such, one of the ways to improve
the quality of college student engagement research is to conduct qualitative studies
involving students and instructors at a minimum.
Implications for student engagement
Historically, the NSSE has played a critical role in influencing policies in
institutions of higher education. These macro level measurements and findings help
allocate resources in colleges, arrange its curricula, and foster other learning
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opportunities for students to succeed (Kuh, 2009). This approach to engagement is
focused at a broad level on the whole of a student’s experiences across all courses within
an academic term. The results of these questionnaires are then used by faculty,
administrators, and researchers in the institution to identify opportunities to grow at an
institution level.
However, it is important to recognized that influences on student engagement go
well beyond the decisions of administrators and other people in leadership roles. In
discussing these types of issues, Kuh (2009) suggests that traditionally students were
expected to adjust to the needs of the institution to succeed. Much more recently research
has also shown the need for institutions to adjust to the growing diversity of students and
their needs, in order to foster institutional success. Therefore, future engagement studies
should focus on examining both types of measurement approaches (macro and micro) and
their interactions. Doing so could lead us to better understand that to foster student
engagement, both an institution and the student to need information from both of these
sources.
Furthermore, we can look at student engagement through Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological system theory where development is influenced by a person’s surrounding
environment. If we were to examine the student engagement measurement approach
through Bronfenbrenner’s model, it would suggest that the student reside at the first level
of the model (Microsystem) which includes herself and the people closest to the student.
As the levels of influence on the student expand, the student’s classroom become the
what Bronfenbrenner would call the Mesosystem which is a part of the student’s
engagement process but not as close to their immediate group in the microsystem. And,
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the third level, the macrosystem, would consist of the institution and the policies that are
not directly linked to the student but influence the student’s engagement and academic
environment (e.g., give an example of such a policy). Therefore, fitting student
engagement into the Bronfenbrenner framework helps frame the need to support and
allocate resources to each level of the system, and this multi-level approach may be
fruitful in fostering student engagement. Future studies can also examine the relationships
between these layers in efforts to better understand to foster both high levels of
engagement and high retention/graduation rates.
Limitations
The current study is not without limitations. These limitations pertain specifically
to the sample of participants and the nature of interview questions used. The first
limitation of the study is the relatively homogenous nature of the participants, with 318
participants among a total of 386 being Caucasian/white students. This limitation does
not allow for examination of potential racial and/or cultural differences in student
engagement. This is important for a number of reasons, the first of which studies that
suggest Asian cultures, in particular, do not expect frequent verbal engagement in the
classroom. In a study conducted by Remedios et al. (2005) ‘silent participation’ was
found to be very common in Asian and native Australian students. The study also
concluded that the choice to not participate is not associated with failure to learn. Lee,
2009 also states that ‘verbal participation has been widely associated with the American
classroom and lack of such participation is seen as an indicator of weakness, shyness or
trouble’. These concepts need further investigation with diverse samples of college
students. This limitation also speaks to the need for the University to increase its diversity
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and be more appealing to the diverse population. Unlike this study, sample from a diverse
population would be able to generalize the data.
The second limitation of the study is the lack of open-ended questions in the
utility survey or the interview guideline used in the third phase of the project. One of the
ways researchers can improve survey work in the future is by asking research participants
what they thought was missing in the survey. For example, in the current work, the utility
survey focused on how students received the provided feedback. However, it did not ask
students what they thought was missing in the SCEQ survey, the provided feedback, or
how these components of the research could have been improved. No spaces for the
students to share their opinions, in an open-ended manner were provided. Using a
mixture of both open and close ended questions could have provided more information
on the validity of the survey and the feedback.
On the other hand, students who are not able to accommodate to the virtual classrooms
due to the lack of resources will suffer. This could again potentially lead to students
falling behind academically. Not only academic growth, but schools and colleges also
provide social relationships which support and promote academic and personal growth
and is a part of the ‘Macro’ indicators of engagement. Therefore, all of these indicators,
scales, and measurement will need to be revised.
A third limitation of the study was its use of self-report to measure engagement.
Many studies have suggested self-reports to be a threat to validity by respondents
answering questions in a socially desirable way. There is also a potential problem of the
data potentially being influenced if students were asked to fill out a survey to receive
extra credit in their course (and, some students indeed were offered extra credit). As such,
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it is possible that the sample may have been influenced in at least a couple of ways that
are not fully known.
Conclusion
The findings of this study suggest that the modified SCEQ is a technically
adequate tool for measuring University students’ classroom engagement, and this
includes the addition of items to the original and the modification of some items. The
study found that students do not rate themselves highly on participation questions but
rather they rate themselves more highly on skills, emotional engagement, and
performance questions. This could be the result of students perceiving participation as
covert behaviors such as attentiveness and eye contact instead of verbal participation such
as asking questions or raising their hands in class. Or, it could be that the classroom
structure(s) did not allow for frequent student verbal participation. The results also
indicate that the guidance document is a useful tool to help students to learn about
themselves and their behaviors in classrooms. Lastly, the interviews yielded some
tentative insights on how similar courses are perceived by students and how their
perceptions of coursework affect their cognitive, behavioral and emotional performance
in the class.
Examination and discussion of these results suggest that the information collected
yields a variety of opportunities for further survey development in the area of college
student engagement in general education courses, including further explorations of how
the construct pertains to both in person and remote instruction. In addition, directions for
future work have been identified to include examinations of various decision-making
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strategies, as well as opportunities for collaborations and actions to improve college
student engagement in the classroom.
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Appendix B
Qualtrics survey
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Appendix C
Utility Survey
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Appendix D
SCEQ student feedback and guidance document
This project is intended to help you reflect on and learn more about your own investment
in your education. For example, the SCEQ questionnaire you have completed pertains to
how you prepare for class, how you study, the work you do for this class and how you
interact with fellow students and your instructor.
This document is divided into five different sections (overall, skills, performance,
emotional, and participation) with 25 items total. Each of the five categories contributes to
student engagement and/or disengagement, and in the following sections you are provided
with an overall score and scores of four of the subcategories (skills, performance,
emotional, and participation) as well as an interpretive guide to help you understand your
scores. In addition, the guide provides recommendations for improving your engagement
where appropriate. Finally, you may find it useful to use the suggestions in other courses.
Overall, the purpose of this survey is to help you to learn more about your engagement and
disengagement levels in your course. This is important because research has shown that
students who are more engaged tend to do better academically. In addition, the survey will
help your school, and researchers, to design feedback and recommendations to better
support students.
Student engagement refers to the degree of attention, curiosity, interest, optimism, and
passion that students show when they are learning or being taught. Some indicators of
school engagement are participation in class, homework completion, attendance and
preparation for class/school, goal setting, and feelings of belonging to the school. Student
disengagement refers to the degree of non-participation, alienation from schoolwork, and
very low motivation and passion for learning or being taught. Some indicators of
disengagement are high rates of absences, poor academic performance, and failure to
complete assigned work.
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Questionnaire interpretation and guidelines for improvement
Overall Score (range of possible scores 23-175):
Your scores intend to help you understand your level of engagement and/or
disengagement.
The following pertains to your summary scores across all items.
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Skills Score (range of possible score 9-63):
Out of 25 questions on the SCEQ, there were 9 questions that focused on the skills of a
student. These were questions focused on- making sure to study on a regular basis,
putting forth effort, doing all the homework problems, staying up on the readings, being
organized, listening, and attending class every day.
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Emotional engagement (range of possible scores 5-35)
Out of 25 questions on the SCEQ, there were 5 questions that focused on the emotional
engagement of a student. These were questions focused on- finding ways to make the
course material relevant to their life, applying course material to life, finding ways to
make the course interesting to you, thinking about the course between classes, and the
desire to learn the material.
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Participation and Interest (range of possible scores 6-42)
Out of 25 questions on the SCEQ, there were 6 questions that focused on the emotional
engagement of a student. These were questions focused on- raising your hand in class,
asking questions in class, having fun in class, participating actively in small groupdiscussion, going to professor’s office, and helping fellow students.
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Performance (range of possible scores 5-35)
Out of 25 questions on the SCEQ, there were 5 questions that focused on the emotional
engagement of a student. These were questions focused on-getting a good grade, doing
well on tests, and being confident that I can learn and do well in this class.

Thank you for your participation in this project! We hope you
found it to be helpful.
If you have not already done so, we would greatly appreciate you
completing the short 4-question survey to help us understand your
experience with the project. The survey can be found at the end of
your email!

https://uri.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_0kV9WCVytRD
6gfz
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Appendix E
Interview Script:
Hello, my name is Bonita S. Basnyat I am a graduate student in the behavioral
sciences program here at URI. Before I begin I want to thank you all for coming and your
willingness to participate. We will be discussing your perceptions, thoughts, behaviors,
and feelings towards your general education course.
[Consent Form]
I am passing out a hard copy of the consent form. So, please take a look at the
form, and if you have questions feel free to ask. If you agree to participate then please
print your name, sign and date in the designated areas. Once you have done this, I will
collect your hard copies and you can keep a copy for yourself.
[Begin]
We are going to begin our discussion now. Before we begin I just want to inform
you this is an informal setting and I want you to feel comfortable while discussing. There
is no need to raise your hands; I want you to feel free to talk and to voice different
perspectives. Also, please feel free to get up and stretch, or go to the bathroom whenever
needed. I also want to let you know my role as the moderator is not to take part in the
discussion, I am here to ask questions and facilitate the conversations.
Below are a list of questions and probes
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Could you tell me a little bit about why you decided to enroll in this particular general
education course?
How do you like the gen ed class for which you completed the survey?
o Can you take me to a time when you enjoyed this particular gen ed class?
o What did you enjoy about it?
I would like to hear your perspective on student behaviors in class such as
o Raising hands
o Asking questions
o Being involved in class group activity?
Could you tell me how you feel about going to the professor or the TA during their
office hours to seek help?
o Do you think this is a necessary step to succees?
What do you think about sitting toward the front of the class?
o Do you think this could be a potential way to do well in class?
What are the behaviors and perspectives a student needs in order to do well in class?
o Do you think it depends both on the Professor and the student in a college
level general education course?
What are some of the elements in this particular course that you think would help you
do better, for example, be more engaged?
o Could you describe some behaviors?
What do you think would be useful for you in school to succeed?
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•

How do you like general education classes at URI, in general?
o How do you think that they could be better?
o For you right now and for the program in general?
[End]

Okay, we’ve reached the end of our discussion. I want to express how much I genuinely
appreciate your participation and willingness to speak about the topics. If you have any
questions please let me know. Also, if you have experienced any type of discomfort or
stress, or become upset later and need to contact somebody, I have provided the number
to professional counseling services on the consent form.
Thank you again, and I hope you all have a great rest of your semester.

84

Bibliography
American Psychological Association, Coalition for Psychology in Schools and
Education. (2015). Top 20 principles from psychology for preK–12 teaching and
learning. Retrieved from http:// www.apa.org/ed/schools/cpse/top-twentyprinciples.pdf
Astin, A. W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher
education. Journal of college student personnel, 25(4), 297-308.
Astor, R. A., Guerra, N., & Van Acker, R. (2010). How can we improve school safety
research?. Educational researcher, 39(1), 69-78.
Baik C, Naylor R, Arkoudis S. (2015). The first year experience in Australian
universities: Findings from two decades, 1994-2014. Melbourne, Australia:
Melbourne Centre for the Study of Higher Education, The University of
Melbourne
Baldwin A & Koh E. (2012). Enhancing student engagement in large, non-disciplinary
first year survey courses. International Journal of Teaching and Learning in
Higher Education, 24(1), 113-121.
Balwant, P. T. (2018). The meaning of student engagement and disengagement in the
classroom context: lessons from organisational behavior. Journal of Further and
Higher Education, 42(3), 389-401.
Bong, M. (2009). Age-related differences in achievement goal orientation. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 101 , 879–896.
Bowen, S. (2005). Engaged learning: Are we all on the same page? Peer Review, 7(2), 47.

85

Bryson, C., & Hand, L. (2007). The role of engagement in inspiring teaching and
learning. Innovations in Education & Teaching International, 44(4), 349-362.
Bundick, M. J., Quaglia, R. J., Corso, M. J., & Haywood, D. E. (2014). Promoting
Student Engagement in the Classroom. Teachers College Record, 116(4), n4.
Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development. Task Force on Education of Young
Adolescents. (1989). Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st
Century: The Report of the Task Force on Education of Young Adolescents.
Carnegie Council on Adolescent.
Caruth, Gail D. "Student Engagement, Retention, and Motivation: Assessing Academic
Success in Today's College Students." Online Submission 5.1 (2018): 17-30.
Chall, J. S. (2000). The Academic Achievement Challenge: What Really Works in the
Classroom?. Guilford Publications, 72 Spring Street, New York, NY 10012
(paperback: ISBN-1-57203-768-4, $18; hardcover: ISBN-1-57203-500-2, $26).
Chipchase, L., Davidson, M., Blackstock, F., Bye, R., Clothier, P., Klupp, N., ... &
Williams, M. (2017). Conceptualising and Measuring Student Disengagement in
Higher Education: A Synthesis of the Literature. International Journal of Higher
Education, 6(2), 31-42.
Christenson, S. L., Reschly, A. L., & Wylie, C. (Eds.). (2012). Handbook of research on
student engagement. Springer Science & Business Media.
Climate: A Review and Analysis of Eight South Carolina State-Wide Studies. National
Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities.
Dogan, U. (2015). Student engagement, academic self-efficacy, and academic motivation
as predictors of academic performance. The Anthropologist, 20(3), 553-561.

86

Doll, B., Zucker, S., & Brehm, K. (2004). Resilient Classrooms: Creating Healthy
Environments for Learning. Practical Intervention in the Schools Series. Guilford
Publications.
Everitt, B., & Skrondal, A. (2002). The Cambridge dictionary of statistics (Vol. 44).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Fredericks, J.A., Blumenfeld, P.C., & Paris, A.H. (2004). School engagement: Potential
of the concept, state of the evidence. Review of Educational Research, 74(1), 59109
Gottfredson, G. D., & Gottfredson, D. C. (2001). What schools do to prevent problem
behavior and promote safe environments. Journal of Educational and
Psychological Consultation, 12(4), 313-344.
Handelsman, M. M., Briggs, W. L., Sullivan, N., & Towler, A. (2005). A measure of
college student course engagement. The Journal of Educational Research, 98(3),
184-192.
Harris, L., Irving, S. E., & Peterson, E. (2008, December). Secondary teachers’
conceptions of the purpose of assessment and feedback. In annual conference of
the Australian Association for Research in Education, Brisbane, Australia.
Higgins, K., & BuShell, S. (2018). The effects on the student-teacher relationship in a
one-to-one technology classroom. Education and Information Technologies,
23(3), 1069-1089.
Jeynes, W. H. (2007). The relationship between parental involvement and urban
secondary school student academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Urban
education, 42(1), 82-110.

87

Kelly, S., & Turner, J. (2009). Rethinking the effects of classroom activity structure on
the engagement of low-achieving students. Teachers College Record, 111, 1665–
1692.
Pintrich, P. R., Marx, R. W., & Boyle, R. A. (1993). Beyond cold conceptual change: The
role of motivational beliefs and classroom contextual factors in the process of
conceptual change. Review of Educational research, 63(2), 167-199.
Price, D. V., & Tovar, E. (2014). Student engagement and institutional graduation rates:
Identifying high-impact educational practices for community
colleges. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 38(9), 766-782.
Ronda, D. L., Koomen, H. M., Spilt, J. L., & Oort, F. J. (2011). The influence of affective
teacher–student relationships on students’ school engagement and achievement: A
meta-analytic approach. Review of educational research, 81(4), 493-529.
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic definitions
and new directions. Contemporary educational psychology, 25(1), 54-67.
Skinner, E. A., Kindermann, T. A., & Furrer, C. J. (2009). A motivational perspective on
engagement and disaffection: Conceptualization and assessment of children's
behavioral and emotional participation in academic activities in the classroom.
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(3), 493-525.
Stevenson, K. R. (2006). School Size and Its Relationship to Student Outcomes and
School
Uline, C., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2008). The walls speak: The interplay of quality
facilities, school climate, and student achievement. Journal of Educational
Administration, 46(1), 55-73.

88

Vadenboncoeur, J.A. (2006). Engaging young people: Learning in informal contexts.
Review of Research in Education, 30, 239-278.
Vansteenkiste, M., Niemiec, C. P., & Soenens, B. (2010). The development of the five
mini-theories of self-determination theory: An historical overview, emerging
trends, and future directions. In The decade ahead: Theoretical perspectives on
motivation and achievement (pp. 105-165). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
Wells, A. S., Fox, L., & Cordova-Cobo, D. (2016). How racially diverse schools and
classrooms can benefit all students. The Education Digest, 82(1), 17.
Wolters, C. A. (2004). Advancing Achievement Goal Theory: Using Goal Structures and
Goal Orientations to Predict Students' Motivation, Cognition, and Achievement.
Journal of educational psychology, 96(2), 236.

89

